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752 ~~ 16 SE Submit to Discover Approval
754~ 17 SE Submit to IT Discover Review
756 ~~ 18 SE Submit to User Acceptance
758 —~ 19 SE Submitto Warranty
760 ~~ 20 SE Submit to Discover Planning (include Approve Project at Define and Path 3)
762~ 21 SE Submit to Design (include Approve Project at Discover, Path 1, Path 2)
764 n 22 SE Submit to IT Define Review

Figure 8
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Criterion ID :  Criterion . Flag
Number ¢ GroupID
7 6 Y
8 6 Y
10 6 Y
12 6 Y
13 6 Y
17 6 Y
20 6 Y
21 6 Y
22 6 Y
23 6 Y
24 6 Y
25 6 Y
28 6 Y
32 6 Y
37 6 Y
( 38 10 Y < 800
39 10 Y
852 — 40 10 Y
< 41 10 Y
42 10 Y
43 10 Y
46 10 Y
. 47 10 Y
e 38 11 Y
39 11 Y
40 11 Y
41 11 Y
854 7 42 11 Y
< 43 11 Y
44 11 Y
45 11 Y
46 11 Y
47 11 Y
48 11 Y
\ 72 11 Y
49 12 Y
51 12 Y
69 12 Y
856 45 13 Y
52 13 Y
53 13 Y
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Criterion ID :  Criterion ! Flag
Number : GroupID
258 55 14 Y
56 14 Y
57 14 Y
58 14 Y
59 15 Y
860 63 15 Y
64 15 Y
65 15 Y
71 15 Y
862 60 16 Y
61 16 Y
62 16 Y
, ‘ 4800

864 ~ 67 17 Y
866 J{ 60 18 Y
67 18 Y
868 ~ 68 19 Y
870 ~ 50 20 Y
872 ~ 50 21 Y
874 ~ 74 22 Y
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910 930 920
Criteérion ?
D Criterion Description
Number :
1 Preauthorized Spending Limit is between 1 and 300 hours
2 This project can be accomplished within the preauthorized spending limit
3 Project is planned to be part of a Standalone Release
4 IT is willing to commit to Delivery Date and LOE as contract
5 Project does not require ITM Support for Test Planning/Execution
6 Project impacts a single application, not including Production/Data Management
7 Project impacts a single outsource supplier impact
8 Project does not introduce a new application or system
9 Project does not add new subscribers to corporate services
10 Project does not add more than 100 subscribers to corporate services
1 Project does not add new internal users to corporate applications
12 Project does not add more than 100 internal users to corporate applications
13 Project does add/build out a new Retail Store or Call Center
14 Praoject does not involve the addition of new Mainframe or Distributed Storage
15 Praoject does not involve the addition of new Direct Attached Storage (SAN or NAS)
16 Project does not involve the replacement of existing corporate desktops
17 Project does not involve the replacement of more than 10 corporate desktops
18 Project does not change an established Availability SLA for a corporate application
19 Project does not change the # of users accessing app during SLA availability hours
20 Project does not have any impact to Regulatory Fees
21 Project does not involve changes to corporate network routers
29 Project does not involve changes to corporate network routing tables
23 Project does not involve changes to corporate network switches
24 Project does not involve changes to corporate network content delivery switches
25 Project does not involve changes to corporate network firewalls
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910 0 920
Criterion :
D Criterion Description
Number :
Project does not involve the installation of redeployed Data Center Equipment, besides
26
storage, SAN, or NAS
27 Project does not involve the relocation of DC equipment (servers, mainframe storage,

distributed storage, SAN or NAS) within the same Data Center
28 Project does not involve the procurement or installation of DC equipment, besides
storage, SAN, or NAS

Project does not involve the removal of Data Center equipment

29

30 Project does not involve the enhancement to or creation of a citrix application

31 Project does not involve the enhancement to or creation of a desktop application
32 Project does not involve a change to Wireless Contact Center Functionality

Sponsor has agreed to bypass Discover approval if project cost/schedule does not
33 2 . )
exceed values initial targst values provided at the end of Define

34 The total Contract LOE does not exceed the Estimation LOE plus 10% Estimation LOE

35 The Contract Delivery Date is on or before the Initial Target Delivery Date

36 Total IT impact does not exceed 300 hours

37 Total IT impact does not exceed 2000 hours

38 A SME is assigned to this project

39 A Sponsoring Director is assigned to this project

40 A Sponsoring VP is assigned to this project

41 A Description has been entered for this project

42 A Business Justification has been entered for this project

43 Business Requirements have been entered for this project

A Business Project Manager (BPM) has been assigned to this project

44

45 A primary impacted application has been identified for the project

46 The Project Request Sponsor Questionnaire has been completed

47 A Requested Delivery Date has been provided for this project

48 A primary funding Service Request (SR) has been identified for this project
49 An SR has been established in Ontrack for this project

Figure 10b
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910 0 920
Criterion :

D Criterion Description
Number :

50 The Parent SR/Service Request Number for this project is in OPN Fiscal Status

The Sponsoring Org Id for this project matches the Sponsoring Org ID for this SR in
Ontrack
An Application Architect is assigned to this project

52

53 An IT Project Manager (IT PM) is assigned to this project

) 55 An Approach Description has been entered for this project
56 Technical Assessment Additional Information section have all been answered

' 57 Technical Assessment Potential Application Impact section have all been answered

' 58 Technical Assessment Data Management Impact section have all been answered

' 59 IT Define Signoff has been provided

' 60 This project has been committed to a release

' 61 IT Discover Signoff has been provided

' 62 A Contract Delivery Date has been provided for this project

' 63 A Target Delivery Date has been provided for this project

' 64 A Target Release has been identified for this project

' 65 A Level of Commitment has been provided for this project

This project has been aligned with a corporate initiative, or it has been explicitly indicated
66 A - . L
that the project is not aligned with a corporate initiative
67 This project has no open/pending change requests

68 IT Deploy Signoff has been provided

69 Either the Primary or Feasibility SR for this project is in OPN Fiscal Status

Estimation LOE does not exceed pre-authorized spending limit

70
71 Release has to stay in committed status if user selects yes in the level of commitment
' 72 Preauthorized Spending Limit is between 0 and 300 hours

73 Project does not need any hardware expenditure

The total impact for this project must be greater than "0" hours. A project is not allowed to

74 be submitted from Estimation LOE if the total LOE hours="0".

Figure 10c
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SMALL ENHANCEMENT PROCESS
WORKFLOW MANAGER

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATIONS

This application contains subject matter related to U.S.
patent application Ser. No. 10/429,615, filed May 5, 2003 and
entitled “Defining and Sizing Feasible Approaches to Busi-
ness Needs Within an Integrated Development Process”, and
to U.S. patent application Ser. No. 10/643,334, filed Aug. 18,
2003 and entitled “Method For Discovering Functional and
System Requirements in an Integrated Development Pro-
cess”, both of which are incorporated herein by reference.

STATEMENT REGARDING FEDERALLY
SPONSORED RESEARCH OR DEVELOPMENT

Not applicable.

REFERENCE TO A MICROFICHE APPENDIX

Not applicable.

FIELD OF THE INVENTION

The present invention relates to the management of small
development projects. More particularly, embodiments of the
present invention provide a system and method for efficiently
managing the workflow in small software development
projects.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

An enterprise might follow a consistent set of steps in
large-scale development projects, such as software develop-
ment projects. Consistency can facilitate the integration of
enterprise architecture and provide rigor to the process of
enterprise-wide software development. Consistent check-
points throughout the process can allow significant events to
occur in a predictable, scheduled manner. However, consis-
tency can also lead to undue rigidity. Inefficiency can result
when steps that are not necessary for a project are followed
simply because they are called for in an inflexible enterprise
development process.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

An embodiment of the invention is a computer-imple-
mented system for selecting a workflow path of a project. The
system consists of an initial phase of the project, an evaluation
phase of the project, a completion phase of the project, and a
criteria engine. The evaluation phase includes a plurality of
workflow paths for the project based on criteria of the project.
The criteria engine can select one of the plurality of workflow
paths for the project based on the project criteria.

An alternative embodiment provides a development pro-
cess for a small project. The process includes an initial phase
consisting of a project staging step, a sponsor review step, and
an IT review step. The process includes an evaluation phase
including a technical assessment step, an estimation LOE
step, an IT define review step, a define approval step, a dis-
cover planning step, a requirements modeling step, a contract
LOE step, an IT discover review step, a discover approval
step, and a design step. The process provides a completion
phase consisting of a develop step, a user acceptance step, a
deploy step, a warranty step, and a complete step. The process
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also includes a selection component operable to select one of
aplurality of paths in the evaluation phase based on a plurality
of'project specifications. Each of the plurality of paths include
one or more of the steps of the evaluation phase. At least one
of the projects specifications include that the project is in a
range of about 2,000 or fewer hours and not impacting more
than one enterprise application.

Another alternative embodiment is a method for managing
the progress of a project through a development process. The
method includes selecting, based on at least one criterion of
the project, which of a plurality of steps in the development
process will be performed. The plurality of steps includes a
technical assessment step, an estimation LOE step, an 1T
define review step, a define approval step, a discover planning
step, a requirements modeling step, a contract LOE step, an
IT discover review step, a discover approval step, and a design
step.

These and other features and advantages will be more
clearly understood from the following detailed description
taken in conjunction with the accompanying drawings and
claims.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

For a more complete understanding of the present disclo-
sure and the advantages thereof, reference is now made to the
following brief description, taken in connection with the
accompanying drawings and detailed description, wherein
like reference numerals represent like parts.

FIG.11s ablock diagram ofa general development process
according to an embodiment of the present disclosure.

FIG. 2 is a block diagram illustrating one path of the
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 3 is a block diagram illustrating another path of the
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 4 is a block diagram illustrating another path of the
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 5 is a block diagram illustrating another path of the
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 6 is a block diagram illustrating another path of the
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 7 is a block diagram illustrating another path of the
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 8 is a table of criterion group IDs and criterion group
descriptions.

FIGS. 9a-9¢ are tables of criterion ID numbers, criterion
group IDs, and flags.

FIGS. 10a-10c are tables of criterion ID numbers and
criterion descriptions.

FIG. 11 is a block diagram of a system for controlling a
development process according to an embodiment of the
present disclosure.

FIG. 12 is a block diagram of a computer system operable
for some of the various embodiments of the present disclo-
sure.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED
EMBODIMENTS

Itshould be understood at the outset that although an exem-
plary implementation of one embodiment of the present dis-
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closure is illustrated below, the present system may be imple-
mented using any number of techniques, whether currently
known or in existence. The present disclosure should in no
way be limited to the exemplary implementations, drawings,
and techniques illustrated below, including the exemplary
design and implementation illustrated and described herein.

Development projects, such as software development
projects, can have a broad range of scales. Some projects can
require thousands of hours of development time and can
involve a complicated series of phases, steps, and sub-steps.
The size and complexity of such projects typically dictate that
a certain amount of rigor be enforced in the development
process. An enterprise development process employing a
consistent series of steps might be followed to ensure quality
and consistency in such projects.

Other projects may be relatively straightforward, having
easily achieved objectives and requiring only tens or hun-
dreds of hours of effort. A rigorous, inflexible enterprise
development process may not be appropriate for such small-
scale projects. For example, a large-scale enterprise develop-
ment process might call for numerous meetings, planning and
strategy sessions, requirement projections, and other steps
that might not be necessary for a small-scale project.

The present disclosure, according to one embodiment, pro-
vides a system and method for efficiently managing the work-
flow of small-scale projects. Projects that meet certain criteria
can follow a flexible, small-scale development process rather
than a more rigid and complicated enterprise development
process. The small-scale process will be referred to herein as
the small enhancement process.

In an embodiment of the small enhancement process, a
business-related group within an enterprise requests that a
project, such as a software development project, be per-
formed. The business-related group will be referred to herein
as a sponsor. A separate group assesses the project request and
gives the sponsor one or more estimates of the amount of time
and other resources that might be needed to complete the
project. Another group might perform the requested work or
a single group might provide the estimates and perform the
work. In the case of a software development project, both the
requirements assessment and the actual work might be per-
formed by an information technology (IT) group.

The IT group can provide its estimates at several points in
the assessment process and the sponsor can give approval at
those points for further steps in the small enhancement pro-
cess to take place. The sponsor also has the capability to
pre-approve the bypassing of certain steps in the small
enhancement process. If the I'T group states that it can meet
certain estimates without performing certain analysis steps,
and if the sponsor has pre-approved bypassing those steps
when the IT group says those steps are unnecessary, those
steps can be bypassed. When the sponsor pre-approves a
bypass, it can be assumed that the sponsor will provide fund-
ing for the step that occurs after the bypassed steps.

The size of a project is one criterion that might determine
whether steps can be bypassed. Small enhancement projects
can be divided into two groups based on project size, where
size can be measured in the number of hours of effort a project
is estimated to require. A project that is expected to need
fewer than a certain number of hours might be considered
small, while a project that is expected to need significantly
fewer hours than a small project might be considered ultra-
small.

For example, an ultra-small project might be estimated to
need 300 hours or less, while a small project might be esti-
mated to need more than 300 hours but less than 2000 hours.
Projects requiring 2000 or more hours of effort might be
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considered large-scale projects that are ineligible for the
small, enhancement process. In various embodiments, vari-
ous other thresholds can be used for ultra-small projects,
small projects, and large-scale projects.

Also, a group within an enterprise might have project size
thresholds that differ from those of the enterprise in general.
For example, a corporation might set the upper limit for
ultra-small projects at 300 hours. A business group within the
corporation might specify that the projects it sponsors can be
considered ultra-small only if the projects require less than
200 hours. A group would typically not be allowed to desig-
nate thresholds greater than those set by the enterprise as a
whole.

FIG. 1 illustrates an embodiment of a small enhancement
process 10. The process 10 consists of an initial phase 100, an
evaluation phase 300, and a completion phase 400. The initial
phase 100 and the completion phase 400 typically remain
substantially the same for every project, while the evaluation
phase 300 varies based on the criteria and specifications of
each project.

The initial phase 100 consists of a project staging step 112,
a sponsor review step 114, and an IT review step 116. In the
project staging step 112, the sponsor can create and edit a
project request before the request is submitted to the I'T group.
In the sponsor review step 114, the sponsor can review the
request and associate the project with a funding source. The
sponsor might also assign a business project manager to man-
age the business side of the project. The business project
manager might assign a project manager who will have direct
responsibility for future business-related steps in the project.
The sponsor can then send the request to the IT review step
116. Inthe IT review step 116, a representative of the I'T group
reviews the project and assigns an I'T project manager and an
architect.

The completion phase 400 consists of a develop step 134,
auser acceptance step 230, a deploy step 136, a warranty step
138, and a complete step 140. In the develop step 134, in the
case of a software development project, the I'T group develops
processes that create and test application systems and pro-
gramming code according to the specifications detailed in the
evaluation phase 300.

The user acceptance step 230 is a review and approval
process performed by the sponsor. The sponsor reviews the
progress of a project up to and including the develop step 134
and can approve the project to continue to the deploy step 136
and subsequent steps.

The deploy step 136 involves processes for planning and
implementing the activities required to migrate program code
from the development environment to the production envi-
ronment. The deploy step 136 defines the planning, execu-
tion, and verification activities required for migration from
the development environment to the production (operational)
environment. A sign-off might be required in the deploy step
136 to allow a project to move into the production environ-
ment. Emails might be automatically sent to the appropriate
parties stating that approval is needed for the project to move
into production.

The warranty step 138 refers to the activities required dur-
ing the transition period between deployment and on-going
maintenance to ensure successful deployment. If a problem is
identified in the warranty period, it is analyzed, isolated, and
repaired. The repair is then verified and user acceptance is
gained. The project can then be turned over to a production
support group for ongoing maintenance and the project can be
closed out. During warranty 138, the IT group typically com-
mits to repairing any problems without requesting additional
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funds. The warranty 138 period might last approximately two
to four weeks, after which a project might move to the com-
plete step 140.

Details about an exemplary enterprise development pro-
cess (EDP) as well as the develop step 134, the deploy step
136, and the warranty step 138 can be found in U.S. patent
application Ser. No. 10/429,615, filed May 5, 2003 and
entitled “Defining and Sizing Feasible Approaches to Busi-
ness Needs Within an Integrated Development Process”, and
in U.S. patent application Ser. No. 10/643,334, filed Aug. 18,
2003 and entitled “Method For Discovering Functional and
System Requirements in an Integrated Development Pro-
cess”, both of which are incorporated herein by reference.

If all of the steps in a project are completed successfully,
the project can move to the complete step 140. If the sponsor
rejects or cancels a project or if all of the steps in a project are
not completed successfully, the project might be placed in a
rejected queue 142 or a canceled queue 144.

In an embodiment of the small enhancement process 10,
multiple steps are present within the evaluation phase 300,
some of which can be bypassed based on the criteria and
specifications of a project. Project criteria and specifications
are passed to a criteria engine 500, which then determines a
path within the evaluation phase 300 that the project will
follow. The project specifications might be obtained through
a questionnaire that solicits information about various param-
eters of the project. The criteria engine 500 can evaluate the
responses to the questionnaire, compare the responses to a
standard set of project criteria, and determine if any steps in
the evaluation phase 300 can be bypassed. Details of the
operation of the criteria engine 500 are provided below.

FIG. 2 illustrates an embodiment of a small enhancement
process 10 in which all of the steps in the evaluation phase 300
are followed. The evaluation phase 300 begins with a techni-
cal assessment 118 of a project by the IT group. In the tech-
nical assessment 118, an architect reviews the project to
determine the scope of what is being requested. The architect
may also determine the hardware needed to complete the
project. The technical assessment 118 might be guided by a
questionnaire that the architect completes to specity the tech-
nical requirements for the project. This questionnaire may be
the same as, or a portion of, the previously mentioned ques-
tionnaire used to solicit the project specifications.

After the completion of the technical assessment 118,
emails or other forms of notification might automatically be
sent to the appropriate parties stating that the small enhance-
ment process 10 is ready to move to another step. The notifi-
cations might request that the appropriate parties within the
IT group be assigned who will later be responsible for signing
off on further steps in the small enhancement process 10.

From thetechnical assessment 118, the project can moveto
an estimation level of effort (LOE) step 120. In estimation
LOE 120, the IT group produces an estimate of the number of
hours that will be required to complete the project. The 1T
architect assigned to the project might identify which appli-
cations will be impacted by the project. Emails might be
automatically sent to representatives of the impacted appli-
cations asking how much time will be spent on the project by
each of the applications. The L.OEs for each application can
be added to derive a total LOE for the entire project.

From the estimation LOE 120, the project can move to an
IT define review step 122. In I'T define review 122, the project
and the LOEs are reviewed to verify that the LOEs are appro-
priate for the project. The review can be done by an IT project
manager, a solutions architect, an LOE validator, and/or some
other role within the IT group that has an understanding of the
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large-scale enterprise architecture. If the LOEs appear legiti-
mate, the reviewer can provide a sign-off on the estimates.

Ifthe IT group signs off on the LOEs, the project can move
to a define approval step 210, where the sponsor reviews the
LOEs. If the sponsor signs oft on the LOEs and approves the
project to continue through the small enhancement process
10, the project can move to a second set of estimates that can
be referred to as discovery.

The first set of estimates, those created and reviewed in
technical assessment 118, estimation LOE 120, and IT define
review 122, might be returned very quickly from the IT group
to the sponsor, typically within about ten business days. This
short turnaround might not provide enough time to do a
thorough analysis. For a larger or more complex small
enhancement project, a more detailed analysis may be
needed. Inthat case, the I'T group might undertake the second,
discovery round of estimates after define approval 210.

Discovery consists of a discover planning step 124, a
requirements modeling step 126, a contract LOE step 128,
and an IT discover review step 130. In discover planning 124,
resource planning might be done to determine the personnel
who will perform the further discovery steps. In requirements
modeling 126, a detailed analysis of the requirements for the
project is performed and the requirements are documented. In
contract LOE 128, firm estimates of the number of hours
needed for each application to complete its portion of the
project are provided. In IT discover review 130, the IT group
performs another round of reviews of the estimates.

The second set of estimates can be sent to the sponsor in the
discover approval step 220. In discover approval 220, the
sponsor provides a second round of approval for the project
and signs off on the project continuing through the small
enhancement process 10. The define approval 210, discover
approval 220, and user acceptance 230 steps that are shown in
row 200 in FIG. 2 are all performed by the sponsor, while the
steps in the row from IT review 116 through complete 140, as
well as the requirements modeling 126 and contract LOE 128
steps, are performed by the IT group.

If the sponsor provides a second approval in discover
approval 220, the project can move to a design step 132. The
design of the components that are intended to meet the
requirements of the project is carried out in design 132. In a
software development project, for example, the software code
might be designed in design 132. When design 132 is com-
plete, the project can move to the completion phase 400 as
described above.

In creating a project request, a sponsor can specify that,
when certain criteria are met, certain steps in the evaluation
phase 300 need not be followed. For example, for a simple
project such as updating a table, both the sponsor and the IT
group might have sufficient prior knowledge of the effort that
will be needed to complete the project. An LOE estimate, a
discovery process, and the sponsor approvals may not be
needed in such a case and those steps might be bypassed. For
a larger project, an LOE estimate might be needed to deter-
mine the path a project will take. The sponsor might give
pre-approval for certain steps in the evaluation phase 300 to
be bypassed when the LOE estimate indicates that the project
is ultra-small. Other pre-approvals by the sponsor can allow
other steps to be bypassed when other criteria are met.

FIG. 3 illustrates an embodiment in which several of the
steps in the evaluation phase 300 can be bypassed. If the
sponsor has specified that bypass path 610 can be followed
when certain criteria are met, and if the technical assessment
118 determines that those criteria have been met, then bypass
path 610 is followed. The criteria might include that a project
be ultra-small, that the project not require any significant new
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hardware, that the project not significantly impact any critical
systems, and/or similar conditions. The determination that
the project is ultra-small is made in the technical assessment
step 118 without a formal LOE estimation process.

If the appropriate conditions are met, the project can move
directly from technical assessment 118 to design 132. Esti-
mation LOE 120, I'T define review 122, define approval 210,
discover planning 124, requirements modeling 126, contract
LOE 128, IT discover review 130, and discover approval 220
are bypassed. The criteria engine 500 might examine the
project-related data obtained by the IT group in the technical
assessment step 118 and the sponsor’s pre-approvals that
pertain to the technical assessment step 118 to determine
whether bypass path 610 can be followed.

FIG. 4 illustrates another embodiment in which steps in the
evaluation phase 300 can be bypassed. If the technical assess-
ment 118 cannot determine, without the benefit of a formal
LOE estimate, whether a project is ultra-small, then bypass
path 610 cannot be followed and the estimation LOE step 120
is performed. If the sponsor has specified that bypass path 620
can be followed when certain criteria are met, and if the
estimation LOE step 120 determines that those criteria have
been met, then bypass path 620 is followed. The criteria might
again include that the project be ultra-small, that the project
not require any significant new hardware, that the project not
significantly impact any critical systems, and/or similar con-
ditions. In this case, the determination that the project is
ultra-small is made through a more formal LOE estimation
process in the estimation LOE step 120.

If the appropriate conditions are met, the project can move
directly from estimation LOE 120 to design 132. IT define
review 122, define approval 210, discover planning 124,
requirements modeling 126, contract LOE 128, IT discover
review 130, and discover approval 220 are bypassed. The
criteria engine 500 might examine the LOE estimate obtained
by the IT group in the estimation LOE step 120 and the
sponsor’s pre-approvals that pertain to the estimation LOE
step 120 to determine whether bypass path 620 can be fol-
lowed. If the LOE estimate indicates that the project is not
ultra-small, bypass path 620 typically cannot be followed.

FIG. 5 illustrates another embodiment in which steps in the
evaluation phase 300 can be bypassed. The IT analysis per-
formed up to and including the estimation LOE step 120
might indicate that a project is eligible to move directly from
estimation LOE 120 to design 132. However, the sponsor
might not have given a pre-approval for such a bypass to
occur. In such a case, bypass path 630 might be followed from
estimation LOE 120 to define approval 210. The sponsor
might be informed that the project is ultra-small and meets
other criteria that might allow a bypass to design 132. The
sponsor might give approval at that point for the project to
follow bypass path 635 and move directly from define
approval 210 to design 132. If the sponsor does not grant
approval to follow bypass path 635, the discovery process as
described above is followed.

FIG. 6 illustrates another embodiment in which steps in the
evaluation phase 300 can be bypassed. If the estimation LOE
step 120 determines that a project is not ultra-small, the
project flow moves to the IT define review step 122 and a
review as described above is performed. If the appropriate
sign-offs are granted by the IT group in the IT define review
step 122, the project moves to define approval 210. At this
point, the sponsor might decide that a second round of analy-
sis by the I'T group is not necessary even though the project is
not ultra-small.

For example, if the project is a straightforward activity like
updating the fields of a database or if there is no multi-system
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impact or complex coding, further analysis may not be
needed. The IT group might indicate that it is comfortable
with the estimate it has provided and might ask the sponsor
for approval to continue without performing a second round
of analysis. The sponsor might agree with the IT group’s
assessment and approve bypass path 640 to be followed from
define approval 210 to design 132. Discover planning 124,
requirements modeling 126, contract LOE 128, IT discover
review 130, and discover approval 220 are bypassed. If the
sponsor does not approve the bypass; the discovery process is
followed.

FIG. 7 illustrates another embodiment in which steps in the
evaluation phase 300 can be bypassed. The sponsor approves
the first set of estimates for a project in the define approval
step 210. At that time, the sponsor might specify that, if the
second round of estimates confirms the initial estimates, then
the sponsor does not need to approve the second round of
estimates. In that case, bypass path 650 can be followed
directly from IT discover review 130 to design 132 and dis-
cover approval 220 can be bypassed.

For example, the IT group might provide the sponsor with
an LOE of 1000 hours in the IT define review step 122. In
define approval 210, the sponsor might specify that the IT
group should follow the discovery process but that if the
discovery process verifies that the project can be completed in
under 1000 hours; then the IT group does not need to return to
the sponsor for the discover approval step 220. The criteria
engine 500 might examine the project-related data obtained
by the IT group in the IT define review step 122 and the IT
discover review step 130 and the sponsor’s pre-approvals that
pertain to the IT discover review step 130 to determine
whether bypass path 650 can be followed.

At each step in the small enhancement process 10, a graphi-
cal user interface (GUI), a report, or some other type of
information display might be present that allows users to see
information related to the step and/or to the process as a
whole. The GUI might have an appearance similar to the
workflows shown in FIGS. 2-7. Users might be able to select
an element in the GUI to retrieve additional information about
the element. The underlying software that supports the dis-
play and retrieval of such information can be assumed to be
present but is not depicted in the drawings.

If the estimated LOE for a project exceeds the limit for a
small project (if the project is estimated to require more than
2000 hours, for example), the project typically cannot enter
the small enhancement process. However, there is some flex-
ibility so that a project that is only slightly over the small
project threshold could still be approved to go through the
small enhancement process. For example, a project that might
be time-consuming but that is straightforward and might not
require a great deal of analysis might be allowed to follow the
small enhancement process. Such a project would typically
be required to follow the longest path through the small
enhancement process as illustrated in FIG. 2.

As such a project is progressing through the small enhance-
ment process, it might be determined that the project is inap-
propriate for the small enhancement process and needs to
follow a large-scale enterprise development process. When
an enterprise follows an enterprise development process that
contains steps similar to those in the small enhancement
process, such a project might be moved to a similar step in the
enterprise development process. The project might then be
able to continue its progress in the enterprise development
process at substantially the same point where it stopped in the
small enhancement process. There may be no need to create a
new project request or repeat actions that have already been
taken.
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It will be appreciate that while the current disclosure dis-
cusses multiple distinct paths to efficiently manage small
projects based on certain criteria, a myriad of potential paths
exist. For example, at each of the various stages or blocks,
decision gates or check points may be provided to verify that
the project is still on the correct path. In addition, certain
actions such as change requests may automatically trigger an
evaluation or reevaluation of whether the project is still on the
appropriate path. Other examples of changes that could cause
a change in project development processing include, changes
in cost estimates, changes in the scale of a project, or changes
to the list of impacted applications, or that more than one
application has been subsequently identified as being
impacted.

These check points or evaluation events may, for example,
identify that elements of the project have changed which may
cause the project process to advance to other points on one or
more paths, or may cause the project to retreat one or more
steps, or reset entirely to the beginning of the process. Also,
the check points or evaluation events may identify changes to
the project that necessitate the project flow to move backward
one or more steps to repeat or verify steps or information, or
perhaps move from the enterprise development process to the
one or more of the small enhancements pipelines or vice
versa. For example, a change request may trigger an evalua-
tion that determines that the scope of the project has changed
and that the project no longer qualifies as a small enhance-
ment eligible for the shorter project development processes
and instead should be placed in the more complex enterprise
development process. The project may then enter the enter-
prise development process at an appropriate position, such as
at estimation when, for example, the project was moved
because at estimation the project no longer qualified as a
small enhancement.

In addition to increasing efficiency by allowing the bypass-
ing of certain steps, the small enhancement process can offer
other benefits. For example, an automated notification sys-
tem, such as an automated email system, might be used in
conjunction with the small enhancement process to facilitate
the progress of a project. When a step in the small enhance-
ment process is completed, emails can automatically be sent
to all parties who are involved with the subsequent step,
informing the parties of the actions that need to be taken. This
eliminates the need for face-to-face meetings between the
parties involved in a project. Face-to-face meetings might be
held only at regularly scheduled intervals and, without the
small enhancement process, the progress of a project might be
stalled until such a meeting is held.

The use of an automated notification system also allows
notifications about significant events to occur in a timely
manner. Emails can be sent automatically as soon as a sig-
nificant event occurs rather than manual notifications being
sent at the discretion of the personnel involved in the small
enhancement process. An email can include a deadline by
which a recipient must perform an appropriate action. A
project may be prevented from progressing until an appropri-
ate response to a notification email is received.

As an example, when the estimation LOE step 120 is com-
plete, an email might automatically be sent to an appropriate
representative of the IT group informing the representative
that the IT define review step 122 needs to be performed.
When the IT define review step 122 is complete, the sponsor
can be automatically notified that the define approval step 210
needs to be performed. The notification might include a date
by which approval is needed and might inform the sponsor
that future steps in the small enhancement process cannot take
place until an action is taken by the sponsor.
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If the sponsor approves a bypass, the project flow might
automatically move directly to the design step 132 and the
appropriate personnel in the I'T group might be informed that
the design step 132 can begin. If the sponsor does not approve
a bypass, the project flow might automatically move to the
discover planning step 124 and the appropriate personnel in
the IT group might be informed that the discover planning
step 124 can begin. Similar notifications can occur at other
points in the small enhancement process 10.

In the case where the automated notification system is an
automated email system, the notification emails can contain
buttons, links, or other standard input mechanisms that assist
the recipient of an email in taking an action. For example, ifan
email is, sent to a sponsor requesting define approval or
discover approval, the email might contain buttons that the
sponsor can click to grant or deny approval of a bypass. The
emails might also contain links that can take a recipient to a
web page containing project-related information.

The automated notification system also aids in auditing and
metrics collection by recording significant events that occur
in the course of a project. Records of the notifications can be
retained to allow automated maintenance of a history of when
aproject moved from one step to the next, when notifications
occurred, who took which actions (such as viewing, editing,
or approving project requests), and other information. The
automation eliminates the need for humans to manually
record this information and prevents the accidental or delib-
erate entry of incorrect information.

A project in the small enhancement process can be part of
a stand-alone release as opposed to being part of a large-scale
release where it is tied to multiple other projects. All projects
in a large-scale release are typically moved into a production
environment simultaneously. If a small enhancement project
were part of a large release, the deployment of the small
enhancement project into production might be delayed until
other, possibly unrelated, projects are deployed. By being
part of a stand-alone release, a small enhancement project can
be moved into production when it is ready to be moved. A
validation might be performed to ensure that the small
enhancement project is tied to an appropriate stand-alone
release.

Returning to FIG. 1, it was stated previously that the crite-
ria engine 500 can examine project criteria and specifications
at a particular step in the small enhancement process 10, can
examine any sponsor pre-approvals related to that step, and,
based on this information, can determine the appropriate path
that the small enhancement process 10 should follow. Details
on how the criteria engine 500 performs these actions are now
provided.

In an embodiment, the criteria engine 500 consists of a set
of database tables or similar data sets. A first table relates each
path through the small enhancement process 10 to a criterion
group ID. FIG. 8 illustrates an example of such a table 700.
The table 700 contains a column 710 of criterion group IDs.
A second column 720 lists paths through the small enhance-
ment process 10 that correspond to the criterion group IDs.

A second table relates each criterion group ID to a different
set of criterion ID numbers. FIGS. 9a-9e illustrate an example
of such a table 800. The table 800 contains a column 810 of
criterion ID numbers. Various sets of these criterion ID num-
bers are associated with criterion group IDs in column 820. A
criterion group ID in column 820 of table 800 corresponds to
a similarly numbered criterion group ID in column 710 of
table 700. A third column 830 contains flags that can activate
or deactivate a project criterion by flagging the criterion ID
number of the project criterion with a “yes” ora “no” or some
other binary designation.
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A third table relates each criterion ID number to a criterion
by which a project can be categorized. FIGS. 10a-10c¢ illus-
trate an example of such a table 900. The table 900 contains a
column 920 of descriptions of project criteria and a column
910 of criterion ID numbers, each of which uniquely identi-
fies a criterion description. A criterion ID number in column
910 of table 900 corresponds to a similarly numbered crite-
rion. ID number in column 810 of table 800.

In the initial stages of a project and/or at various points
during the course of a project, various parties involved in the
project, such as the sponsor, the IT project manager, the
solutions architect, and other roles, answer questions related
to the project. The questions correspond to the criteria listed
in the criterion description column 920 in FIG. 10. The
answers to the questions can be referred to as the project
specifications and would typically be stored in or accessible
to the criteria engine 500. The project specifications can
determine the path the project takes through the small
enhancement process 10.

As an example, it might be required that a set of questions
be answered in the affirmative before a project can move from
project staging 112 to sponsor review 114. The criteria engine
500 is able to consult table 700 and determine that the path to
sponsor review 114 corresponds to criterion group ID 10, as
shown on line 742 of FIG. 8. The criteria engine 500 is then
ableto consult table 800 and determine that criterion group ID
10 corresponds to criterion ID numbers 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
46, and 47 as shown in section 852 of FIG. 9d. The criteria
engine 500 is then able to consult table 900 of FIG. 105 and
determine that criterion ID numbers 38, 39, 40, 41,42, 43, 46,
and 47 refer to the role assignment and data validation criteria
listed with those criterion ID numbers in table 900.

The criteria engine 500 then consults the project specifica-
tions to determine whether those role assignment and data
validation criteria have been appropriately fulfilled. If the
project specifications indicate that the questions correspond-
ing to criterion ID numbers 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 46, and 47
have been answered affirmatively, then the criteria engine 500
allows the small enhancement process 10 to move to the
sponsor review step 114.

A similar process could be followed when the small
enhancement process 10 moves from the sponsor review step
114 to the IT review step 116. The criteria engine 500 consults
table 700 and determines that movement to the IT review step
116 is controlled by criterion group ID 11, as shown on line
744 of table 700. The criteria engine 500 then consults table
800 and determines that criterion group ID 11 consists of
criterion ID numbers 38, 39,40,41,42,43,44, 45,46,47, 48,
and 72, as shown in section 854 of table 800. Table 900
specifies the criteria referred to by criterion ID numbers 38,
39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 72. If the project
specifications indicate that these criteria are fulfilled, the
small enhancement process 10 can move from sponsor review
114 to IT review 116.

Similar procedures can be followed for movement to the
technical assessment 118, user acceptance 230, and warranty
138 steps, which correspond to criterion group 1Ds 13, 18,
and 19, respectively, as shown on lines 746, 756, and 758 in
table 700. These criterion group IDs correspond to the crite-
rion ID numbers in sections 856, 866, and 868, respectively,
of table 800. The criterion descriptions that correspond to
those criterion ID numbers can be found in table 900.

Movement through the above-mentioned steps (i.e.,
through the initial phase 100 and the completion phase 400
shown in FIG. 1) is typically sequential and for the most part
deals with relatively straightforward criteria such as data
validation and role assignments. In the evaluation phase 300,

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

65

12

different paths can be followed depending on sponsor pre-
approvals and on project criteria and specifications that might
be more complex.

For example, when the technical assessment step 118 is
complete, one of two paths can be followed. In one case, the
estimation step 120 is performed, as shown in FIG. 2. Alter-
natively, bypass path 610 might be followed from technical
assessment 118 to design 132, as shown in FIG. 3. To deter-
mine which, path is taken, the criteria engine 500 first
attempts to determine whether bypass path 610 can be fol-
lowed. In table 700, bypass path 610 is referred to as SE Path
1 and corresponds to criterion group ID 1, as shown on line
732. Table 800 is then consulted and it shows that criterion
group ID 1 consists of the criterion ID numbers in section 842
of table 800.

The criteria engine 500 retrieves the criterion descriptions
corresponding to these criterion ID numbers from table 900
and determines whether those criteria have been met. For
example, one of the criterion ID numbers in criterion group
ID 1 is criterion ID number 1. Table 900 shows that this
criterion ID number corresponds to the criterion description,
“Preauthorized spending limit is between 1 and 300 hours”.
The criteria engine 500 checks the project specifications to
determine the actual preauthorized spending limit and com-
pares that limit to the range in criterion ID number 1.

If the limit is within the specified range, criterion ID num-
ber 1 is considered to be fulfilled and another criterion in
criterion group ID 1 can be checked. For example, criterion
ID number 2 states, “This project can be accomplished within
the preauthorized spending limit”. If the project specifica-
tions verify that the project can be accomplished within this
limit, criterion ID number 2 is met and another criterion can
be checked. All of the criteria in criterion group ID 1 are
checked in this manner and if all of the criteria are fulfilled,
the project can follow bypass path 610 to the design step 132.

Ifany of the criteria in criterion group ID 1 are not met, the
project cannot follow bypass path 610 and the criteria engine
500 checks whether the process can flow to the estimation
LOE step 120. Table 700 shows that movement to Estimation
LOE 120 corresponds to criterion group ID 14, as shown on
line 748. Table 800 shows that criterion group 1D 14 corre-
sponds to the criteria in section 858 of table 800, namely
criterion ID numbers 55, 56, 57, and 58. The criteria engine
500 consults table 900 to find the criterion descriptions that
correspond to those criterion ID numbers and checks the
project specifications to determine if those criteria have been
met. If the criteria have been met, the project moves to Esti-
mation LOE 120.

When a project is ready to move out of Estimation LOE
120, three different paths can be followed, a direct path to IT
define review 122, bypass path 620 to design 132, or bypass
path 630 to define approval 210. The criteria engine 500
might first check whether bypass path 620 can be followed as
shown in FIG. 4. Bypass path 620 corresponds to SE Path 2 in
table 700, which in turn corresponds to criterion group 1D 2,
as shown on line 734 of table 700. Criterion group ID 2
corresponds to the criterion ID numbers in section 844 of
table 800.

The criteria engine 500 checks the criteria in table 900 that
correspond to these criterion ID numbers and checks the
project specifications to determine if those criteria have been
met. [fall of the criteria have been met, the project can follow
bypass path 620 to design 132. If any of the criteria have not
been met, bypass path 620 cannot be followed and the criteria
engine 500 checks whether bypass path 630, as shown in FIG.
5, can be followed.
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Bypass path 630 corresponds to SE Path 3 in table 700,
which in turn corresponds to criterion group ID 3, as shown
on line 736. Criterion group ID 3 corresponds to the criterion
ID numbers in section 846 of table 800. The criteria engine
500 checks the criteria in table 900 that correspond to these
criterion ID numbers and checks the project specifications to
determine if those criteria have been met. If all of the criteria
have been met, the project can follow bypass path 630 to
define approval 210. The sponsor might then allow the project
to follow path 635 to the design step 132. If any of the criteria
have not been met, bypass path 630 cannot be followed and
the criteria engine 500 checks whether the process can flow to
IT define review 122.

Table 700 shows that movement to IT define review 122
corresponds to criterion group ID 22, as shown on line 764.
Table 800 shows that criterion group ID 22 corresponds to the
criterion in section 874 of table 800, namely criterion ID
number 74. The criteria engine 500 consults table 900 to find
the criterion description that corresponds to that criterion ID
number and checks the project specifications to determine if
that criterion has been met. If the criterion has been met, the
project moves to IT define review 122.

Similar procedures can be followed for the other bypass
paths through the small enhancement process 10. For
example, bypass path 640 shown in FIG. 6 and bypass path
650 shown in FIG. 7 correspond to SE Path 4 and SE Path 5 in
table 700, respectively. These paths in turn correspond to
criterion group ID 4 and criterion group ID 5, as shown on
lines 738 and 740 of table 700. Criterion group ID 4 and
criterion group ID 5 correspond to the criterion ID numbers in
sections 848 and 850, respectively, of table 800. In a manner
similar to that described above, the criteria engine 500 checks
the criteria corresponding to these criterion ID numbers to
determine whether a bypass path can be followed.

It bypass path 640 or 650 cannot be followed, the full path
through the small enhancement process 10 as shown in FIG.
2 would typically be followed. That is, a path might be fol-
lowed from IT define review 122 to define approval 210 to
discover planning 124 to requirements modeling 126 to con-
tract LOE 128 to IT discover review 130 to discover approval
220 to design 132. The movements to define approval 210,
discover planning 124, IT discover review 130, discover
approval 220, and design 132 correspond to criterion group
1Ds 15,20,17,16, and 21, respectively, as shown on lines 750,
760, 754, 752, and 762 of table 700.

These criterion group IDs, in turn, correspond to the crite-
rion ID numbers in sections 860, 870, 864, 862, and 872 of
table 800. Table 900 shows that the criterion descriptions that
correspond to these criterion ID numbers generally refer to
straightforward data validation procedures that ensure that
enough information has been provided to allow a project to
move from one step to the next.

The use of tables, such as tables 700, 800, and 900, offers
a greater degree of flexibility than would be available if the
path determination logic of the small enhancement process
were hard coded. Criterion descriptions in table 900 can
easily be modified and criteria can easily be added or deleted.
Criterion ID numbers in table 800 can easily be added to,
deleted from, or moved between criterion group IDs to
modify the criteria that must be met for a particular path to be
followed or to create new paths. The flags in column 830 of
table 800 allow criteria to be temporarily removed from or
added to a criterion group ID by setting the flags to “no” or
“yes”. Paths can easily be added to or deleted from table 700.

FIG. 11 illustrates components that might be present in an
embodiment of the criteria engine 500. A data store 940 holds
the tables 700, 800, and 900. Another data store 960 holds the
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project specifications provided by the sponsor, the I'T group,
and/or other entities. The project specifications might include
sponsor pre-approvals for bypasses, LOE estimates, role
assignments, sign-offs, and other information that might be
used to determine the path a project will take.

The data stores 940 and 960 might be separate as shown or
might be combined into a single data store. The data stores
940 and 960 might be relational databases, data stores that
follow the Lightweight Directory Access Protocol (LDAP),
or some other type of data store or portion of a data store. The
tables 700, 800, and 900 might be separate tables as shown or
might combined into one or more tables. For example, a
single table might hold the data contained in tables 700, 800,
and 900. An appropriate design of the fields of the single table
might allow the single table to operate in a manner similar to
the operation of the separate tables 700, 800, and 900 as
described above. The tables might be maintained in a single
data store 940 as shown or might be divided across multiple
data stores. Other data storage arrangements will be evident
to one of skill in the art and should be considered within the
scope of this specification.

A control component 980 can read the data in the data
stores 940 and 960 and determine an appropriate path for a
project based on a comparison of the project specifications in
data store 960 and the project criteria in tables 700, 800, and
900. The control component 980 might be a set of Java classes
ora similar software program capable of executing the logical
steps necessary to extract data from the data stores 940 and
960 and take appropriate actions based on the extracted data.

For example, the control component 980 might determine
that two paths are available from a particular step in the small
enhancement process, a path that bypasses one or more steps
and a path that does not bypass any steps. The control com-
ponent 980 would typically first determine whether the
bypass path can be taken by comparing the project criteria
that must be met for a bypass to occur with the project speci-
fications related to those criteria.

If the project specifications indicate that the criteria are
met, the control component 980 causes the bypass to occur. If
the project specifications indicate that the criteria are not met,
the control component 980 determines whether the non-by-
pass path can be taken by comparing the project criteria that
must be met for that path to be taken with the project speci-
fications related to those criteria. If the criteria are met, the
control component 980 causes that path to be taken.

The system described above may be implemented on any
general-purpose computer with sufficient processing power,
memory resources, and network throughput capability to
handle the necessary workload placed upon it. FIG. 12 illus-
trates a typical, general-purpose computer system suitable for
implementing one or more embodiments disclosed herein.
The computer system 1300 includes a processor 1332 (which
may be referred to as a central processor unit or CPU) that is
in communication with memory devices including secondary
storage 1338, read only memory (ROM) 1336, random access
memory (RAM) 1334, input/output (I/0) devices 1340, and
network connectivity devices 1312. The processor 1332 may
be implemented as one or more CPU chips.

The secondary storage 1338 is typically comprised of one
or more disk drives or tape drives and is used for non-volatile
storage of data and as an over-flow data storage device if
RAM 1334 is not large enough to hold all working data.
Secondary storage 1338 may be used to store programs that
are loaded into RAM 1334 when such programs are selected
for execution. The ROM 1336 is used to store instructions and
perhaps data that are read during program execution. ROM
1336 is a non-volatile memory device that typically has a
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small memory capacity relative to the larger memory capacity
of'secondary storage. The RAM 1334 is used to store volatile
data and perhaps to store instructions. Access to both ROM
1336 and RAM 1334 is typically faster than to secondary
storage 1338.

1/0O devices 1340 may include printers, video monitors,
liquid crystal displays (LCDs), touch screen displays, key-
boards, keypads, switches, dials, mice, track balls, voice rec-
ognizers, card readers, paper tape readers, or other well-
known input devices.

The network connectivity devices 1312 may take the form
of modems, modem banks, ethernet cards, universal serial bus
(USB) interface cards, serial interfaces, token ring cards, fiber
distributed data interface (FDDI) cards, wireless local area
network (WLAN) cards, radio transceiver cards such as code
division multiple access (CDMA) and/or global system for
mobile communications (GSM) radio transceiver cards, and
other well-known network devices. These network connec-
tivity devices 1312 may enable the processor 1332 to com-
municate with the Internet or one or more intranets. With such
a network connection, it is contemplated that the processor
1332 might receive information from a network or might
output information to a network in the course of performing
the above-described method steps.

Such information, which may include data or instructions
to be executed using processor 1332 for example, may be
received from and outputted to the network, for example, in
the form of a computer data baseband signal or signal embod-
ied in a carrier wave. The baseband signal or signal embodied
in the carrier wave generated by the network connectivity
devices 1312 may propagate in or on the surface of electrical
conductors, in coaxial cables, in waveguides, in optical
media, for example optical fiber, or in the air or free space.
The information contained in the baseband signal or signal
embedded in the carrier wave may be ordered according to
different sequences, as may be desirable for either processing
or generating the information or transmitting or receiving the
information. The baseband signal or signal embedded in the
carrier wave, or other types of signals currently used or here-
after developed, referred to herein as the transmission
medium, may be generated according to several methods well
known to one skilled in the art.

The processor 1332 executes instructions, codes, computer
programs, or scripts that it accesses from hard disk, floppy
disk, optical disk (these various disk-based systems may all
be considered secondary storage 1338), ROM 1336, RAM
1334, or the network connectivity devices 1312.

While several embodiments have been provided in the
present disclosure, it should be understood that the disclosed
systems and methods may be embodied in many other spe-
cific forms without departing from the spirit or scope of the
present disclosure. The present examples are to be considered
as illustrative and not restrictive, and the intention is not to be
limited to the details given herein, but may be modified within
the scope ofthe appended claims along with their full scope of
equivalents. For example, the various elements or compo-
nents may be combined or integrated in another system or
certain features may be omitted, or not implemented.

Also, techniques, systems, subsystems and methods
described and illustrated in the various embodiments as dis-
crete or separate may be combined or integrated with other
systems, modules, techniques, or methods without departing
from the scope of the present disclosure. Other items shown
or discussed as directly coupled or communicating with each
other may be coupled through some interface or device, such
that the items may no longer be considered directly coupled to
each but may still be indirectly coupled and in communica-
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tion, whether electrically, mechanically, or otherwise, with
one another. Other examples of changes, substitutions, and
alterations are ascertainable by one skilled in the art and could
be made without departing from the spirit and scope disclosed
herein.

What is claimed is:

1. A computer-implemented system for selecting a work-

flow path of a software development project comprising:

a criteria engine stored on a computer readable storage
medium and executable by a processor to evaluate
project criteria of the software development project at
one or more steps in an evaluation phase of a first enter-
prise development process responsive to a change in the
project criteria comprising at least one of a change
request, a change in cost estimates, a change in a scale of
the software development project, a change to a list of
impacted enterprise applications, and a change reflect-
ing that more than one enterprise application has been
subsequently identified as being impacted,

wherein the project criteria comprises information about
parameters of the software development project, and
wherein the evaluation phase comprises a static work-
flow that includes a plurality of static workflow paths
through the static workflow, each of the plurality of static
workflow paths includes a static set of steps,

the criteria engine further executable to determine at the
one or more steps whether the software development
project should proceed to one of a next step in a currently
selected path of the plurality of static workflow paths
and a next step in a different path of the plurality of static
workflow paths in the evaluation phase based on the
evaluation of the project criteria responsive to the
change in the project criteria and route the software
development project to one of the next step in the cur-
rently selected path and the next step in the different path
based on the determination; wherein the determination
and routing are based on an estimate of the number of
hours needed to complete the software development
project and a pre-approval by a sponsor to bypass one or
more steps when the estimate is below a threshold,

wherein a first workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises a technical assessment step,
an estimation level of effort (LOE) step, an information
technology (IT) define review step, a define approval
step, a discover planning step, a requirements modeling
step, a contract LOE step, an [T discover review step, a
discover approval step, and a design step,

wherein a second workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment and
the design step,

wherein a third workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment, the
estimation LOE step, and the design step,

wherein a fourth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment step,
the estimation LOE step, the define approval step, and
the design step,

wherein a fifth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment step,
the estimation LOE step, the IT define review step, the
define approval step, and the design step,

wherein a sixth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment step,
the estimation LOE step, the IT define review step, the
define approval step, the discover planning step, the
requirements modeling step, the contract LOE step, the
IT discover review step, and the design step,
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wherein the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth
workflow paths are different,

wherein only small software development projects or ultra-
small development projects are eligible for one of the
plurality of static workflow paths of the evaluation
phase,

wherein small software development projects are defined
as in a range of about 2,000 or fewer hours and not
impacting more than one enterprise application, and

wherein ultra-small development projects are defined as in
a range of 300 or fewer hours.

2. The system of claim 1, wherein prior to the evaluation
phase the software development project is in an initial phase
that comprises a project staging step, a sponsor review step,
and an IT review step, and wherein a completion phase com-
prises a develop step, a user acceptance step, a deploy step, a
warranty step, and a complete step.

3. The computer-implemented system of claim 1, wherein
the criteria engine re-evaluates the project criteria in response
to the change request.

4. The computer-implemented system of claim 1, wherein
the criteria engine re-evaluates the project criteria after each
step.

5. The computer-implemented system of claim 1, wherein
the criteria engine initially selects the currently selected path
of the plurality of static workflow paths for the software
development project, and in response to the change in the
project criteria, the criteria engine routes the software devel-
opment project to the different path of the plurality of static
workflow paths.

6. The computer-implemented system of claim 1, wherein
the criteria engine is further executable to route the software
development project to a second enterprise development pro-
cess based on another evaluation of the project criteria.

7. The computer-implemented system of claim 1, wherein
the criteria engine is further executable to reroute the software
development project to one or more prior steps.

8. A development system for a small software development
project comprising:

a selection component stored on a computer readable stor-
age medium and executable by a processor to evaluate a
plurality of project specifications of the software devel-
opment project at one or more steps in an evaluation
phase responsive to a change in the plurality of project
specifications,
wherein the plurality of project specifications comprises

information about parameters of the software devel-
opment project, and
wherein the evaluation phase comprises a static work-
flow that includes a plurality of static workflow paths
through the static workflow, each of the plurality of
static workflow paths includes a static set of steps,
the selection component further executable to determine at
the one or more steps whether the software development
project should proceed to one of a next step in a current
path of the plurality of static workflow paths and a next
step in a different path of the plurality of static workflow
paths in the evaluation phase based on the evaluation of
the plurality of project specifications responsive to the
change in the project criteria and route the software
development project to one of the next step of the current
path and the next step of the different path in the evalu-
ation phase based on the determination,
wherein at least one of the project specifications include
that the software development project is in a range of
about 2,000 or fewer hours and not impacting more
than one enterprise application,
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wherein the determination and routing are based on an
estimate of the number of hours needed to complete
the software development project and a pre-approval
by a sponsor to bypass one or more steps when the
estimate is below a threshold,

wherein a first workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises a technical assessment
step, an estimation level of effort (LOE) step, an infor-
mation technology (IT) define review step, a define
approval step, a discover planning step, a require-
ments modeling step, a contract LOE step, an IT dis-
cover review step, a discover approval step, and a
design step,

wherein a second workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment
and the design step,

wherein a third workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment,
the estimation LOE step, and the design step,

wherein a fourth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment
step, the estimation LOE step, the define approval
step, and the design step,

wherein a fifth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment
step, the estimation LOE step, the IT define review
step, the define approval step, and the design step,

wherein a sixth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment
step, the estimation LOE step, the IT define review
step, the define approval step, the discover planning
step, the requirements modeling step, the contract
LOE step, the IT discover review step, and the design
step,

wherein the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth
workflow paths are different,

wherein only small software development projects or
ultra-small development projects are eligible for one
of the plurality of static workflow baths of the evalu-
ation phase,

wherein small software development projects are
defined as in a range of about 2,000 or fewer hours and
not impacting more than one enterprise application,
and

wherein ultra-small development projects are defined as
in a range of 300 or fewer hours.

9. The development system of claim 8, wherein the esti-
mation LOE step, the IT define review step, the define
approval step, the discover planning step, the requirements
modeling step, the contract LOE step, the I'T discover review
step, and the discover approval step are bypassed when the
technical assessment step determines that the software devel-
opment project is ultra-small and a sponsor has pre-approved
the bypassing when the technical assessment step determines
that the software development project is ultra-small.

10. The development system of claim 8 wherein the IT
define review step, the define approval step, the discover
planning step, the requirements modeling step, the contract
LOE step, the IT discover review step, and the discover
approval step are bypassed when the estimation LOE step
determines that the software development project is ultra-
small and a sponsor has pre-approved the bypassing when the
estimation LOE step determines that the software develop-
ment project is ultra-small.

11. The development system of claim 8, wherein the IT
define review step, the discover planning step, the require-
ments modeling step, the contract LOE step, the IT discover
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review step, and the discover approval step are bypassed
when the estimation LOE step determines that the software
development project is ultra-small and a sponsor approves the
bypassing in the define approval step.

12. The development system of claim 8, wherein the dis-
cover planning step, the requirements modeling step, the con-
tract LOE step, IT discover review step, and the discover
approval step are bypassed when the sponsor approves the
bypassing in the define approval step.

13. The development system of claim 8, wherein the dis-
cover approval step is bypassed when the IT discover review
step determines that an estimate from the IT define review
step is valid and the sponsor has pre-approved the bypassing
when the IT discover review step determines that the estimate
from the IT define review step is valid.

14. The development system of claim 8, wherein when a
step is complete, an appropriate party is automatically noti-
fied that a subsequent step can begin.

15. A method for managing the progress of a software
development project through a development process com-
prising:

selecting, by a criteria engine stored on a computer read-

able storage medium and executable by a processor, a
current path of a plurality of static workflow paths of an
evaluation phase based on a project criteria of the soft-
ware development project, wherein the project criteria
comprises information about parameters of the software
development project, and wherein the evaluation phase
comprises a static workflow that includes the plurality of
static workflow paths through the static workflow, each
of' the plurality of static workflow paths includes a static
set of steps;

evaluating, by the criteria engine, the project criterion at

one or more steps in the evaluation phase responsive to a
change in the project criteria;

determining, by the criteria engine, at the one or more

steps, whether the software development project should
proceed to one of a next step in the current path of the
plurality of static workflow paths and a next step in a
different path of the plurality of static workflow paths in
the evaluation phase based on the evaluation of the
project criteria made responsive to the change in the
project criteria;

routing, by the criteria engine, the software development

project to the next step in the different path of the plu-
rality of static workflow paths based on the determina-
tion; and
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performing a development process on the software devel-
opment project based on the routing,

wherein the determination and routing are based on an
estimate of the number of hours needed to complete the
software development project and a pre-approval by a
sponsor to bypass one or more steps when the estimate is
below a threshold,

wherein a first workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises a technical assessment step,
an estimation level of effort (LOE) step, an information
technology (IT) define review step, a define approval
step, a discover planning step, a requirements modeling
step, a contract LOE step, an [T discover review step, a
discover approval step, and a design step,

wherein a second workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment and
the design step,

wherein a third workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment, the
estimation LOE step, and the design step,

wherein a fourth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment step,
the estimation LOE step, the define approval step, and
the design step,

wherein a fifth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment step,
the estimation LOE step, the IT define review step, the
define approval step, and the design step,

wherein a sixth workflow path of the plurality of static
workflow paths comprises the technical assessment step,
the estimation LOE step, the IT define review step, the
define approval step, the discover planning step, the
requirements modeling step, the contract LOE step, the
IT discover review step, and the design step,

wherein the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth
workflow paths are different,

wherein only small software development projects or ultra-
small development projects are eligible for one of the
plurality of static workflow paths of the evaluation
phase,

wherein small software development projects are defined
as in a range of about 2,000 or fewer hours and not
impacting more than one enterprise application, and

wherein ultra-small development projects are defined as in
a range of 300 or fewer hours.
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